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E W Books, that have appear'd of late in the 
World, have made more noiſe in it, than 
4 that of Dr. Clarke's, entitled, The Scripture 
Doctrine of the Trinity. The Reputation of the 
Writer and the Importance of the Subject, rais'd 
all Readers ExpeQations, and all good Men hoped 
that he had done as much ſervice to Religion in 
this Performance, as He had done 1n ſome others. 
5 that They were greatly ſurpriſed, when they 
found, that inſtead of eftabliſbine Chriſtianity, he 
had artacqued it in its fundamental Articles, and 
having promis'd a Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, 
b had given them the clean contrary, and done no- 
thing more than revived antiquated Errors. He is 
{Fight in that He aſſerts, the Scriptures to be the 
pnly Foundation of our Faith; and the Method 
Me hath taken ſeems, as if He intended they ſhould 
e the Foundation of His: But, upon peruſal of 
Ihe whole, it is very eaſy to perceive, that his 
Hain Endeavour is to accommodate the Scriptures ta 
is own Notions, and not his Notions to the Scrip- 
ies. Had He taken his own good Advice | Intra- 
tion, pag. 3.] i. e. had he laid aſide all Vice and 
Al Prejudice, and made uſe of the beſt AMiſtances 
Je might have procured, I dare ſay He had never 
Neparted from the Doctrine of the Catholick 
Thurch. Among theſe Afüſtances, the Judgment 
Id Direction of the living Guides of the Church 
none of the leaſt. The Dr. hath had as 
x 1 25 8 A 2 * 8 8 Rd Roe 2 
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Opportunities for this as any Man; whether He 
made any uſe of it, or not, I cannot ſay; I am MR 
{ure he is Inexcuſable, if he hath deſpiſed, or neg- 
lected it. Another Aſſiſtance is the Wyjtings and thc 
Monuments of the Church, the Primitive eſpeci- 
ally. How He ſtands affected as to theſe, it is |, 
hard to ſay. If He approves of that Character P. 
of them, which he produceth from Mr. Chilling- 
worth, viz. that There. are Councils againſt Coun- h 
cils, ſome Fathers againſt others, the * Fathers Im 
againſt themſelves, a Conſent of Fathers of one Age, In 
againſt a Conſent of Fathers of another Age, the bh, 
Church of one Age againſ the Church of another 
e, &c. He mult needs have but a mean Opini- « 
on of them. But then, To what purpoſe hath $0 
he ſpent ſo much Time and Pains about them? 
To what end is his Book ſtuff d with ſo many 
Quotations out of them? For if ſych be their « 
Character, What are they good for? And what uſe '$ 
can there be made of them? It is manifeſt how- * 
ever, that He hath ftudy'd them; ſo that He can - 
not be charged with the neglect of this Aſſiſtance, get 
whatſoever it be. This is true indeed, it muſt beWu! 
acknowledg'd, that he hath read the Fathers; but Wt 

it may be ſaid withal, that, according to his way e. 
of reading them, it is impoſhble they ſhould b. Ve 
of uſe to him, tho' they were the beſt Books in 
the World. To render a Book uſeful to any Man,Woc 
it is neceſſary, that He have a chief regard to the h 
main Eud and Deſign of the Writer; and that, ac- ar 
cording to this, He interpret all the particular Ex- ec 


Ts preſſions, if they are capable of being ſo interpreted. u. 
If any One appear inconſiſtent with it, He ſhould h 
look upon it as a ſip of the Author's Pen, and not a) 
a greater ſtreſs upon that, than upon the * c 
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be Preface. nn, 
e Rut Dr. Clerke hath laid down a quite contrary, i 
n Mule, -viz. That particular Expreſſions are always 
much the more to be depended upon, and the more 
d Mo be regarded, as the Author, from whom they are cited, 
vas upon the whole more different in his Opinion, from 

is Phat thoſe particular Citations ſeem to expreſs. Reply, 
r Pag. 5. This He frequently inſiſts upon, as the 

- Fnoit proper method to kzow the Truth, and it is 

upon this Foundation that He lays the pertinency of 
's moſt of his Citations. Now let us ſee of what uſe 
2, Iny Writer can be, according to this Rule. Novs- 
be ian, the Dr. faith, how truly I ſhall not now en- 
2x Quire, is throughout of his Opinion, in denying a 
i- Community of Eſſence, or Subſtance in the Father and 
h Con. Yet the ſame Novatian has one Sentence in 
!{ Which it is manifeſtly aſſerted. I will quote it pre- 
y fently in its own words. For It deſerves the Dr's 
ir Conſideration. He himſelf has quoted and tran- 
ſe Fribed great part of the Chapter in which it is; 
/- Nay, the very next words, both above and below 

1- KR, and beſides, It hath been objeRed to Him, and 
eget He takes no notice of it. But, to return to my 
zeMurpoſe, there is one Sentence, [| ſay, in Nowatian 
ut Mhich aſſerts the Community of Eſſence in the Fa- 
Ver and Son. Now I would ask the Dr. Whether 
de are to depend upon this one Sentence of Nowa- 

in's, for this Community of Eſſence in the Father 

n, nd Son, againſt the Tenour of his whole Book, 
ne M hich Cas the Dr. by miſtake ſays) is to the con- 

c- Vary, or are we not? If he ſays we are not, What 

1. Pecomes of his Rule? If he ſays we are, Then we 
d. Puſt believe the Father and Son to be of ane Eſſence. 

dv hich if the Dr. allows of, we are in a very fair 

ot ray to be agreed. Let us for once try the uſe of 
lee Dr's own Book by this Rule. The Dr. doth. 
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| > conſtantly deny the Son to be the God of Abraham, | h 
| Jſauc and Jacob; only in one place, He very de- 
libecately aſſerts Him to be ſo. For He enumerates 

it among the higheſt Titles aſcribed to Him, and El 
proves it from the concurrent Teſtimony of the Fa. Re 
thers, v. Scripture Doctr. pag. 114. Now this falling, p 
and in ſuch a manner too, from the Dr. who e- = 
very where elle aſſerts the contrary, muſt, according h 
to His own Rule, bear down all that he hath ſaid Pa 
io the contrary ; and muſt be the very Truth, ſince 100 
it is the Conceſſion of him who is in the whole of a f 
contrary Opinion. Will the Dr. be pleas'd with this, An 
and look on it as the moſt proper uſe of his Writings? t 
I ſuppoſe that by this time the Dr. is weary of his n. 
own Rule. But if he till hath a fondneſs for it, E. 
and be reſolved to maintain it, it is not worth M 
while to diſpute it with him: For it will ſerve our 27 
cauſe, and indeed any cauſe, as well as His, tho 1 
none in truth to any purpoſe. I hope he will readily $ 
grant us thus much, wiz. That in interpreting 
Writers, according to his Rule, Men ought to take e 
particular Sentences as they lie, and not to maim and 
mangle them, by taking in one bit, and leaving out .. 
another. Now the Dr. I am ſorry to ſay it, hath 8 ( 
fail'd even in this particular. I ſhall here give Tou. 
two Inſtances. 7 ‚ 
Tohn X. 30. is alleged by Catholick Writers, both BF” 
ancient and modern, for the Unity of Eſſence in both 
Father and Son. But the Dr. interprets it of Unity E 
in Power, in oppoſition to Unity of Eſſence, and for Er 
the truth of his Interpretation quotes St. Chryſo- j * 
ſtome thus: When our Lord ſays, 1 and my Father 
are one thing, he means One in Power; for concerning 
that ¶ vir · concerning Power] was his whole Diſ- 
courſe. ¶ Script. Doctrine, page 100. ] I need not _— 
| the 


r 
al 


- The Preface. 1 
he Original, for this Tranſlation happens to be juſ.:: 


Is it not clear then, that St. Chryſoſtome was with the 
Dr. for Unity of Power, in oppoſition to Unity of 
WE/ſence ? Read but the very next words, in which the 
' F$enſe is continued by a ConjunQion, and you'll find 

Ke direct contrary, i 5 Nvews 5 durh, dude 3þ N 
. i. e. and if the Power be the ſame, it is manifeſt 

he Eſſence muſt be ſo too. v. St. Ce. Op. Tom. 2. 
page 812.1. 15. Ed. Savil. I think theſe words are 
"200 material to have been omitted by a ſincere lover 
pf Truth. But] forbear, and proceed to the other 
Inſtance. Novatian having, in his Book De Trini- 
3 Fate, proved the Godhead of the. Son, as well as of 


* 


L Þ: Father, cloſeth the whole with a Defence of his 


octrine from the Charge of Pohtheiſm. And a- 
Mong other Expreſſions to that purpoſe hath this, 
Unus Deus oſtenditur verus & eternus Pater, 4 q 
folo bec vis Divinitatis emiſſe & in Filium tradita & 
Srecta, rurſum per Subſtantiæ communionem ad 


Y Fatrem revolvitur. i. e. The Father is declared to be 
p e One true and eternal God, from whom alone this Di- 
14 pity being derived and communicated to the Son ts 
„ urn'd to the Father by « Communion of Subſtance. 


-h Ihe Dr. quotes this very Expreſſion, and tranſlates 
ſo far as the word emiſſa, but there breaks off and 
Kips over the Remainder, to the next Sentence. 

hl hriſtian Doctrine, pag, 251.] Had he went fairly 

h, thoſe words Subſtantie communionem, | ying in 

„ We way, would have given him ſome trouble, and 

Werefore He thought fit to leap over them; a mi- 

Erable ſhift, and which He had never been put to, 

Id he ſtill kept him in the way of Truth. I hope 

. We Dr. himſelf will conſider it: And I leave it to his 

. n Judgment, whether he hath herein acquitted 
imſelf as a Man, that, having laid aſide all che | 


The Preface. 
dice, ſincerely fought the Truth himſelf, or deſired 
to lead others into it. 

I ſhall now proceed to an Examination of the 
Dr's Doctrine of the Trinity, and to that end ſhall 
conſider every One of his Propoſitions. In which! 
whatſoever ſeems true I will freely acknowledge 
what is ambiguous I will endeavour to explain, What. 
ſoever is 25 I will reject. And I intend to carry 
my ſelf throughout with that Impartiality, which 

ecomes a Servant of the God of Truth. In ſi 
great and ſublime a Subject, I may poſſibly fail, ſome 
times through weakneſs of Underſtanding, ſom- 
times through want of Expreſſion; but, by God 
Grace, I never will through want of Sixcerity an 
Honeſty in my Heart. I ſhall take little or no notic? 
of his Quotations out of the Fathers: For the E. 
thers, according to Him, are of no great momen 
in themſelves, and his Quotations out of them 
cannot but think of much leſs. Tam apt to thinks 
by what I have occaſionally obſery*d, that a Thron 
Examination of them, together with his Tranſſy ] 
tions, would prove but of {mall advantage, eith bf 
to the Dr's Reputation, or that of his Cauſe, Bu”: 
that is a work I muſt leave to thoſe, who hay = 
more Books to conſult, and fewer Cares to interry; 
their Studies. | | 
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1 l. I. | 

ds N | Here is One Supreme Cauſe and Original of Things; 

LN 5 One ſimple, uncompounded, undivided, intelligent 

: |S Being, or Perſon ; who is the Author of all Being, and the 

9 2 Fountain of all Power. 

* 7 | 18 . - 

en HIS the Dr. ſaith is the firſt Principle of 
* Natural Religion, and every where ſup- 

1 * . 7. a 

* poſed in the Scripture Revelation: And 


| | ruly it ſounds much like it. But it is fo perverted 
0 ®Þy the interpoſition of the word Perſon, that I do 


lla mot ſee how it can be approved of, either by a Man 
heß hof mere Natural Religion, or by any One that is 
zuügveil acquainted with Revea/d, A Man of mere 


vatural Religion cannot approve of it, becauſe the 
word Perſon being of no ule, but to diſtinguiſh be- 
Ui wixt /ndividuals of the ſame nature, He mult needs 
Think the Uſe of it abſurd here, where he hath no 
Notion of diftin individual Subſiftences in the ſame 
ature, Much leſs can One that is acquainted with 
Reveal d Religion approve of it. For how can he 
Fonſent that the Deſcription of the Deity ſhould be 
reſtrain'd to One Perſon only, when he knows, that 
in the Divine Nature, there are no leſs than T hree ? 
Di Well, but is not an Intelligent Being a Perſon? Why, 
truly I believe there is = Intelligent, Being, — 
what 
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[2] 
what is withal a Perſon. But yet Intelligent Being 
is far ſhort of the adequate Definition of Perſon, 
For the Notion of a Perſon implies, that it be not 
only an Intelligent Being, but alſo that it ſub/ift by 
it ſelf, and be diſtinguiſb a from all other of the ſame 
nature by ſome incommunicable Properties. For take 
away from an Futelligent Being, this peculiarity of 
Subſiſtence, with its Aiſtinction by ſome incommuni- 
cable Properties, and you deſtroy the Notion of its 
being a Perſon. Add them thereto, and the Notion 
returns. Whence it is manifeſt, that without them 
the Definition of a Perſon mult be very imperſect. 
In the want of this Obſervation lies the Doctor's 
Jundamental Miſtake, which fo perplexeth and con- 
founds his Notions, that He cannot diſtinguiſh the 
Doctrine of the Church, viz. That in 1he Unity of 
be Godhead there be Three Perſons of one Eſſence, 
from downright Sabellianiſm, viz. That all the Three 
Perſous are but One Perſon. | | 
It is farther ſaid in this Propoſition, that Co is 
the Author of all Being. If by all Being the Dr. in- 
tended only all created Being, the Expreſſion were 
proper enough: but ſince it appears by the Refe- 
rences annex'd, that in all Bezyg He includes the 
Son and Holy Ghoft too, the Expreſſion is anſcrip- 
jural and hard. It ſeems to imply that God is the 
Author of them, as He is of all other Being, i. e. the 
Creator and Maker. But this is not the Doctor's 
ein | 
As for the Texts of Scripture He refers to, there 
is not One among all his 532, that aſſerts or implies 
the Smgularity of Perſon in the Divine £/Jence. 
They tell us indeed, that there is but One God, and 
that the Faiber is that Owe God; but they no where 
ſay, that the Father a/one is that One God. 


6. II, 


[3] 
F. II. 
Wich this frf and fupreme Cauſe, or Father of all Things, 


there has exiſted from the Beginning, a ſ*copd Divine Perſon ' 
which is his Word or Son. TS | 


By the firſt and ſupreme Cauſe , or Father | alt 


Dings, the firſt Perſon in the Trinity is here in- 


{ tended, who is truly ſuch. And the Dr. tho' men- 
tioning him here in Contradiſtinction to the Son, 
choſe to deſcribe him not by his perſonal, but effen- 
tial Attributes, that He might carry on his defign 
of limiting the Divine Eſſence to the Perſon of the 
Father. But are theſe Zſfential Attributes? And 
can the Syn alſo be ſtiled the firft and ſupreme Cauſe, 
and Father of all things? 4 fay, theſe are Eſſential 

Attributes, and belong to Ged as Cod, and canſe- 

quently the Sor being very God, they mult belong 
to him. Beſides, the Scripture _ expreſsly of the 
Son, that He in the beginning laid the Foundation of 


4 he Earth, and that the Heavens are the work of his 
Sands. Hebr. 1. 10. by Heavens and Earth are meant 


all things, fo that the Son muſt be the Caufe of all 
things, and if ſo, He mult be the fir and ſupreme 
Cauſe, for who ever reckon'd him among ſecond 
. Canſes? And what Power leſs than infinite could 
make al] things? And what Cauſe can be prior and 
ſuperior to the infinite? But how ſhould the S be 
the Father of all things? Very confiſtently : for by 
all things we are to underſtand all created things, ſo 
that in ſaying the Son is Father of all things, we do 
not ſay He is the Father of himſelf. There is a valt 
difference betwixt being the Father of our Lord Jeſus 
Crit, and being Father of all things. The, firſt is 
an incommunicable Property of the firft Perſon in the 
Trinity, who for this Reafon eſpecially is call'd God 
the Father, and moſt properly ſo, upon account of 
the molt proper Generation of his only begotten Sor, 
The ſecond belongs to God, but improperly and meta. 
| B Z f pbor 2 


| ſeems, not only here, but in other parts of his 


Ju Sa 


"=]"R TI 11 
phorically ; for altho' He is ſtiled the Father of all 
things, becauſe he gives Being to all things, he can. 
not be ſo {tiled in a proper and fri Senſe, ſince he 
doth not give it by Generation, but Creation only. 
Since therefore the Son thus gave Being to all things, 
He may be thus ſtiled Father of all things. I have 
inſiſted on this the more largely, becauſe the Dr. yg” 
t 
Writings on this Subject, to take the Father of our WY 1« 
Lord Feſus Chriſt, and the Father of all things, for © i! 
eguivalent Expreſſions. If to what I have here ſaid Y A 
it be objected, that the Title of Maker of Heaven © t 
and Earth is in the Creed attributed to the Father, 
and not to the Son and Holy Ghoſt. To this I might 
make a large Anſwer, but that One of Bp. Pearſon's | 
ſhall ſuffice. vis. That it was ſo attributed to him, 
©x. In reſpect of thoſe Hereſies which deny'd this 
© Title to him. 2. In reſpect of the Paternal Priority 
in the Deity, by reaſon whereof, that which 1 | 
© common to the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, may be 
© rather attributed to the Father, as the firſt Perſon 
in the Trinity. [v. Pearſon on the Creed, pag. 6. 
If Dr. Clarte be content that we ſhould apply the 
Terms of fir? and ſupreme Cauſe, and Father of all” 
thmegs, in like manner to God the Father, i. e. not . 
excluding the So and Holy Gboff. This ſecond © 
Propoſition thus underſtood is rue and orthodox, and WM © 
ſufficiently proved by the Texis of Scripture he hath t 
Tefer'd us to. 

L. III. t 


- With the Father and the Son, there has exiſted from the S 
Beginning, a Third Divine Perſon, which is the Spirit of the 4. 
Father and of the Son. | | | 

By the words from the Beginning, I underſtand in 
this, and in the foregoing Propoſition, from all 
Eternity, as T hope the Dr. himſelf doth. And thus 
this Propoſition is true, and the Texts, refer'd to, 

prove it. * { 
| $. IV. 


> De B'S RK SOS 


=. 
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- os What the go Metaphyſical Nature, Eſſence, or Subſtance 
he of any of theſe Divine Perſons is, the Scriprure has no where 


ly. at all declared; but deſcribes and diſtinguiſhes them always, 
gs, by their Perſonal Characters, Offices, Powers and. Attributes. 
ve I cannot but obſerve how the Dr. himſelf here 
Ir, makes a Diſtinction betwixt Eſſence and Perſon in 
nis the Divinity, in that he faith, the Scripture De- 
ur © ſcribes the Perſous, but not the Eence. A Di- 
or ſtinction he ſometimes ſeems to have no Notion of. 
As to the Propoſition it ſelf, I do not ſee how it is 
true. For the Godbead is the Eſſence of each; and 
what the Nature of God is the Scripture every 
where informs us by the Attributes of Spirizuality, 
: Ommipotence, Ommnipreſence, Holineſs, and all manner 
of infinite Perfection. Nay, the main deſign of the 
is I Scripture ſeems to be the acquainting us with the 
Nature of God, and thereby the teaching us, what 
Mor ſbip and Service is agreeable to him. Had it fail'd 
in this, it had fail'd in the moſt fundamental Point. 
And therefore to ſay that it doth ſo, is a kind of 
Blaſpbemy againſt that Holy Book, and the Revela- 
ten therein contain'd; making it darker than the 
very Hook of Nature, in which the znvi/ible things 
+ of God, from the Creation of the World, are clearly ſeen, 
nd being undenſtood by the things that are made, even his 
nd eternal Power and Godhead. Rom. t. 20. What moved 
th the Dr. to lay down this Propoſition I cannot con- 
ceive, unleſs it were his Apprehenſions, that from 
the Mature of God, which is ſo fully reveal'd in 
he Scripture, Men ſhould deduce ſuch Reaſons and Ar- 
he Zumenis as would oyerthrow his Hypotheſis. 


§. V. " 
In The Father (or Firſt Perſm) Alone is Self-exiſtent, Unde- 
all rived, Unoriginated, Independent; made of None, bezotten of 


us None, proceeding from None. 


0, Had that word Alone been left out of this Propo- 
ſition I ſhould have admitted it without any Scruple. 
: | For 


83 8 
For every One of theſe Altributes do undoubtedly 
belong to the Perſon of the Father, as the Texts re- 
fer'd to do abundantly prove. But whereas it is 


here affirm'd, that the Father alone is [ndependent,| 


and for the Proof of this we are refer'd to ſuch 


Texts as ſtile him the /ving Cod, what is this but 
a denial of the Son and Holy Ghoſt's being the living 
Goa, and a reducing them to the State and Condli- 


tion of mere Creatures, which in God live and move, 
and have their Being? Now I cannot frame any No- 


tion of ſuch a dependent God. And yet Dr. Clarke 
himſelf doth not ſtick to ſay, that the Sor is really | 


and truiy God, and that by Nature too, as truly as 
Man is by Nature truly 


God, and yet dependent ? It is a Contradiction in 


Terms. Beſides, it is written, John: 5. 26. that the 
Son bath liſe in himſelf, as the Father hath life in him. f. 
feff. But you will ſay, that it is by the Father's gift 


that he thus hath it. True, but if the g7f7 be real, 
he really hath it, tho' by gift. But if he be ſtill e- 


pendent, He hath not {fe in himſelf, contrary to 


what He himſelf aſſerts, and the Gzft is but falla- 


crous and delxſory.. Which ſurely it can never enter 


into any Chriſtian Heart to think. 
| . VI. 


The Father (or Firſt Perſon) is the Sole Origin of all Powe | 
and Authority, and is the Author and Principle of whatſoever | 


is done by the Son, or by the Spirit. 


This is true, for as much as the Son and Holy 
C boft have the Derty it ſelf originally from the Fa- 


ther. 5 
. VII. 
The Father (or Firſt Perſon) Alone, is in the higheſt, ſtriQ, 
and proper Senſe, abſolutely Supreme over All. 
Supremacy over all is an Attribute of the Dezty as 


ſuch, and therefore ought not to be reſtrain'd vn 
„ tb 


an. [Reply to Mr. Nelſon, E 
pag. 40. $2.81.] What? By Nature really and truly f 


71 


all, God bleſſed for ever. Rom. 9. 5. But for as much 
as the Deity is in the Pather originally, and the Sor 
and Holy Gboſt have it but by communication from 


preſs d. 
| $. VIII. 

The Father (or Firſt Perſon) is, abſolutely ſpeaking, the 
1 God of the Univerſe; the God of Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob; the 
O- God of Iſrael ; of Moſes, of the Prophets and Apoſtles ; and the 
be * God and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. 


If by abſolutely ſpeaking were here meant ſpeak? 
5 — on] 4 this Propoſition EG 
abſolutely true, and — proved by the Texts 
refer'd to. But as the Dr. explains himſelf in other 
ne Places, we are to underſtand by abſolutely ſpeaking, 

* peaking excluſively of both the other Perſons. A 
ft in this Senſe the Propoſition is partly zrae, partly 
alſe. It is true, in aſſerting the Fatber alone to be 
he Co and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriff. It is 
e, in affirming Him alone to be Gd of the Uni- 
erſe, For the Son alſo is over all, God bleſſed for ever. 
Rom. 9. 5. The Father and Son have but One Throne. 
Rev. 22. 1,3. He that is the Firſt and the La#7 it the 
oy God. If. 44. 6. and the Almighty. Rev. I. 8. Our 
aviour is the Fir and the Laff. Rev. 1.17. There- 
Pre is one God with the Father, and the Almighty, 
e arne, or Supreme Cover nour. He is allo 
e God of Abraham, IL ſaac and Jacob. The Doctor 
imſelf, in his Scripture Doctrine, Chap. 2. Set. 3. 
xckons up this among the Titles aſcribed to him. 
e ſays indeed withal, that it is aſcribed to him as 
erſonating the Father. But if ſo, it muſt be ſpoken 
the Father, and not of him,; and, Why then doth 
2 reckon it among 62s Titles? This is a little Con- 
adictory. But that it truly belongs to Him is clear 
om Gen. 28. 13. compared with Ger. 31. 11, 13. 
d. 15, 16. in which Texts it is aſcribed to "_ 
that 


18 Perſon of the Futber. For the Son alſo is ovor 


Him, the Propoſition may be true in the Senſe ex- 


: 
7 
: 
' 
r 
e 
; 
; 


1 


zs alſo the God of Iſrael. It is agreed on all Hands 


ſonal Characters, and evidently impoſſible 7o be cc 


Characters, bur Eſſential, belonging to God as Gu 


#7 | T9 
that is at the ſame time ſtiled the Angel, which, is 
the Dr. truly obſerves, the Father no where is, 
And from theſe Texts doth Novatian (whoſe Au 
thority the Dr. ſure will not except againſt) prove 
his Divinity. De Trinitate, Cap. 15. & 27. H 


that the Father. never Perſonally appear'd to an) 
Man, and yet Maſes, and the LXX Z/ders, ſaw the 
God of Tſracl, Exod. 24. 9,10. The Son therefor: 
mult be the God of 7ſrael. 

Laſtly, He is the God of the Prophets and Apoſt les, 
For Thomas, who was One of them, ſaid unto him, 
My Lord, and my God, John 20. 28. and He acceptec 
the Title, - 

| 6. N. 


The Scripture, when it mentions the One God, or th: 
Only God, always means the Supreme Perſon of the Father, 
This Obſervation is not very material, and may 
be true, for ought I know. But the Dr's Reaſon for; 
it I cannot approve of altogether. He ſays in hig 
Note, It is becauſe the Father alone is abſolutely Si 
preme, Self-exiflent, and Independent, which are Pe 


municated from one Perſon to another. That at 


ſolute Supremacy, and Independency are not Perſona 


-” © „ fol: & on oh ad od fad wk. 6 *% 


I have already proved $. II. V. SelfcexiFency is ii 
deed a Perſonal Character, and the Father alone i 
Self-.exiftent, having received his Being from n 
other, whereas the Son and Holy Ghoft derive the! 
from the Faber. Upon this account, The Fath 
may be {tiled God, the One and Only Goa, by way 
Eminency. 


9. X. 

Whenever the Word, God, is mention d in Scripture, wi th 
any High Epit het, Title or Attribute annex'd to it; it general ſe 
(if not always) means the Perſoz of the Father. 5 

It may generally, but it doth not a/ways, ſo mes n 


; 72 A , 
/ 

| * 

+ ” UT 

, iſh ſee Rom. . . Hebr. 1. 8. But it matters not much, 
is. whether it do or not. | 


Au 8. XI. | | 
ve The Scripture when it mentions GOD, abſolutely and by 
He way of Eminence, always means the Perſon of the Father. 
nde, It doth very of/enſo mean; but that it a/ways doth 
an ſo, is more than can be proved. a 
the OF XII. 

fore | 


The Sow (or Second Perſon) is not Selſgexiſtent, but derives 
his Being or Eſſence, and all his Attributes from the Father, as 
22 from the Supreme Cauſe. 
um By Artributes here, I ſuppoſe the Dr. means Eſen. 
EG rial Attributes, for the Son hath ſome Perſonal. At- 
I tributes, which ariſe from his own Perſonal Actions, 
ſuch as are, Saviour, Redeemer, and the like. The 
Propoſition wvnderſtood of the Former is true: For 
theſe, together with his Eſſence, are derived from 
the Father, The Dr. need not have added, as from 
the Supreme Cauſe, for theſe words are ordinaril 
underſtood of God, in relation to Creatures, and ſe. 
tond, inferior Cauſes. So that they may be conſtrued 
in a worſe Senſe than, I am perſwaded, the Dr. in- 
tended; tho to ſpeak the Truth, I very much fear, 
a He intended no very good one. If theſe words 
ſena were ſtruck out, the Propoſition would be altogether 
Goa une xceptionable; for it is well proved by the Scrip- 
s in tures refer d to; only the laſt, Numb. 992, ſeems 
ne i nothing to the purpoſe. 

a n $. XIII. 
hel In what particular Metaphyſical Manner the Son derives his 
ath Being or Eſſence from the Father, the Scripture has no where 
ay ol diſtiaQly declared; and therefore Men ought not to preſume 
to be able to define. 4 
The Scripture ſpeaks of his Generation, ſtiles him 
i che Sor, and only begotten of the Father: So that it 
era ſeems it was by Generation that He received his 
Being, but a Generation of ſo tranſcendent 2 nature, 


mea that We can form no proper and diltint Notion | 
of it. | Cc > Sa. 


F 
| 
' 
1 
' 
4 
| 
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F. XIV. 


They are therefore equally n of Cenſure, who ei- 
ther on the one hand preſume to afficm, that the Son was 
made ( vx d) out of Nothing; or on the other hand, 


that He is the ſelf-exiſtent Subſtance. 
If by /e/f-exilent Subſtance the Dr. means the Per. 


ſen of the Father, all is right; but if thereby He 
means God abſolutely, He himſelf * Cenſure : 


for denying the Son to be God. 

I deſire here that it may be obſerved, in j#u/t:ce to 
the Dr. that He is not a rank Aran, ſince he con- 
demns thoſe who ſay the Son was made 0 b bee 


5. XV. 


The Scripture, in declaring the Son's Derivation from the 
Father, never makes mention of any limitation of Time; but 
Always ſuppoſes and affirms him, to have exiſted with the 
Father from the Beginning, and before all Worlds, 


This is true, and ſufficiently proved by the Teri 


7 


Tefer'd to. But the Propoſition had been more com- 
pleat, had it been cloſed with, 2. e. from all Eternity, 


I 


8 6. XVI. 
. They therefore have alſo juſtly been cenſured ; who pre- 
', fending to be wiſe above what is written, and intruding into 


as [ hope the Dr. means. 


5 which they have not ſeen ; have preſumed to affirm 


[rr ip G74 u ty] that there was a time when the Son was nit. 


They were juſtly Cenſured for their Error, as 
well as their Preſumption. I muſt here do Juſtice 
again to the Dr, and vindicate him from the Charge 
of perfect Arianiſm, for i ors «x iv was the Shibby 
rd. of Arius 8 Party. | 

§. XVII. 


0. Whether the Son derives his Being from the Father: by 
"Neceſſ ity of Nature, or by the Power of his Will, che Seriptur 


hath no where expreſly declared. | 

I add, They therefore deſerve to i be Cenſured 
who in ahis matter pretend to be wiſe above what 
is written, and 1ntruding into things which they 


have not ſeen, are pęſitiue and deciſive on either fide 
Li of 


wy bd poo 


- 'AuqH 2 - 


ir 


Wis 
of the Queſtion. For my part J look on it as a 
fruitliß and preſumptusus Enquiry. 

$. XVIIT, 


The As, the] Word or Son of the Father, ſent into the 
World to aſſume our Fleſh, and die for the Sins of Mankind; 


was not the [ae ie, the] internal Reaſon or Wi. © 


dom of God, an Attribute or Power of the Father; but a real 

Perſon, the ſame who from the Beginning had been the * 

or Revealer of the Will, of the Father to the World. 

I believe there is an higher Reaſon for the Sous 
being ſtiled the Aiyes or Word, than that which is 


here mention'd, iz. his Revealing the Will of the Fa- 
ber to the World. However, I ſhall not inſiſt upon 


it. This Propolitige' is true, and well enough N 


g. XIX. 


The Holy Spirit FR Third Perſon) is not Self.exiftent, but 
derives his Being or Eſſence from the Father (by the Son} 0s 
from the Supreme Cauſe. 


The Propoſition had "AL more ; agreeable to the 


Language of the Church of England, If the Dr. had 


written, from the Father 2nd the Son. But I infilt 
not upon Niceties. I have the ſame Scruple, with 
regard to ſupreme Canſe, in this Propoſition as In 


{$.XIT, but nothing farther to object to it; for the 


Subſtance of it is ſufficiently proved. 


F. XX. „ 


| The Scripture, peil of the Spirit of God, never men- 

tions any Limitation of Time, when He derived his Being 

or Eſſence from the Father; but ſuppoſes Him to have cane 
wich the Father from the Beginning. oy 


90 Narr Propoſition i . 


XXI. = hay bit 


** . W metaphyſ cal Manner, che Hol; Spirit dou 
rives his Being from the Father, the Cri ipruce hath no'where 

at all defined, and therefore: Men 0 not co qo to be 
able to explain. | 


That He derives * Being i in a different manner 
from what the Son doth, is manifeſt, for elſe He 
= | C 2 ü would 


» 
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would be a Sou too. The Scripture ſaith it is by 
Proceſſion, but of this We are not able to form a 
| Juſt and adequate Notion ; and ſo far this Propo- 

ſition is true. . 
$. XII. | 


The Holy Spirit does not in Scripture generally ſignify 
mere Power gr Operation of the Father, but a real Perſon. 

I do not know, that It any where ſignifies a mere 
Power, or Operation. of the Father. It 18 often uſed 
for the Operations and Gifts of the Holy Spirit it (elf. 
However, this Propoſition 1s true, and well proved. 


4 
of 


F 


2 n 


They who are not careful to maintain theſe rhe Cha- 
rafters and Diſtinctions, but while they are ſolicitous (on 
the one hand) to avoid the Errors of the Arians, affirm (in 
the contrary extreme) the Son and Holy Spirit to be (indiviau- 

ally with the Father) the N Being : Theſe, ſeeming 
in Werds to magnify the Name of the Son and Holy Spirit, in 
reality take away their very Exiſtence, and ſo fall unawates 
into Sabellianiſm (which is the ſame with Socinianiſm.) q 
By the Jelf exiſtent Being here the Dr. underſtands 
the Perſon of the Father, ſee F.I. and truly they 
that, thus confound the Perſons,. err molt horribly, | 
and he may charge this Ergor as home as He pleaſes, 
] think no true Sor: of the Church of England is in 
the leaſt concern'd to defend jt. For we.are careful 
to maintain all the perſona/Charatters, and thereby 
to diſtinguiſh the Perſons, tho we are at the ſame 
time as careful to maintain the Unity of Eſſence. 
Thus (to uſe the Words of the Con/lantinepolitan 
Fathers, in their Synodical Epiſtle written A.D.382) 
do we maintain the mol}. Ancient Faith, conforma- 
© ble to our Baptiſm, and teaching us to believe in 
the Name of the Father, and of the Son and Foy 
*Gho: So that whillt we believe the One Dey, 
* Power and Eſſence of the Father, Sen and Holy Ghoſt, 
* together with the equal Dignity, and co. eternal Ma- 
t jeſty in three perfect Perſons. There is no room 
4 a | © for 


* 
,"- ; 


- 
. : 
«a - - 
/ * 


[ 13 ] 
by ff for the Contagion of Sabellius, by a confuſion of 
| a Perſons, or dellruction of Properties; nor can the 
po- N of the Funomians, Arians, and * Pneu. 
matomachi (i. e. ſuch as deny'd the Derry of the 
Holy Ghoſt) prevail, by dividing the Eſeuce, Na- 
ture and Godhead, or by introducing another Na- 
ture, either created, or differing in Eſence, and po- 
& /tcrior to the uncreated, coeſſential and co. eternal 


er 
ſeg Trinity, See Theoabrit Ecel. Hiſt. l. 5: e. 9. I will 
-1f he Dr. may be as cantiqus to avoid the Errors on 
4. Ihe one hand, as he adviſes us io be on the o7her. | 


g. XXIV. | | a 


The Word God, in the New Teſtament, ſometimes ſigni- 
ha- fies the Perſon of the Sor. | 


(on | | oi | __ 
— This is true, as appears from the Tæxis refer d to- 
* true, As àppe * 

in | The resſon why the Son, in the New Teſtament, is ſome · 


res times ſtiled God, is not ſo much upon the Account of his 
Metaphyſical Subſtance, how Divine ſoever: as.of his relative 
Alt rilutes, and Divine Authority over Ur. ; 8 5 


This Propoſition. is 4nbiouſly expreſy'd, For it 19 


ey 
ly, Waid here, that the Sow is {tiled God, not [> much 
es. upon the Account of his Subſtance. Is he ſo {tiled 
in upon this Account af all? Not ſo much ſeems to im- 
ful Wply that he is 4 /zz/e. But the Dr. allows not ſo 
by much as this: For He aſſerts, that the word God 


as in Scripture only a relative Signification, not an 


ce, Nbolute one. [See his Anſwer to the Author of Some 
{an NTonſiarrations, pag. 284. 290.] God then, in the 


Scriptural Senſe of the word, could not be God before 
he Creation, becauſe there was nothing then to 


na- 
in which He could be related. And yet the Scripture 
bly Ways, from everla/ling to everlaſting Thou art God, 
ty, / 90. 2. This is a /imen/ar Oblervation of the Dr's: 
oft, But why, I pray, did He not make the ſame in rela- 
a ion to the Father too? It is not worth while to 


om liſpute with him about it, ſince he grants the Son to 
ry | Heb > be 
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<> 


[4] 
be ſtiled God upon the account of his re/ative Attri. 
butes. For this neceſſarily implies his being G04 


oi by Nature, and in Subſtance. For were He not ru 


God in this latter Senſe, it is impoſſible He ſhould be 
ſo in the former. n 92 
$. XXVI. 


By the Operation of the 50, the F | 
wy the W * c " ather both Made and 
This is true, and well proved. 
nnn, 
Concerning the Son, there are Other the greateſt Thing; 
ſpoken in Scripture; and the Higheſt Titles aſcribed to Him; 
even ſuch as include All Divine Powers, excepting abſolute 
Supremacy and Independency, which to ſuppoſe Communicable is 
an Expreſs Contradiction in Terms. Tip 
Then it ſeems We mult look upon the Son as only 
an inferior and dependent God, that is, 20 God at all. ſt 
For abſolute Supremacy and Inde pendency are included © 
in the very notion of God. As for the Contradiction th 
the Dr. talks of, I ſee not where it lies, as expreſs as af 
it is. That abſolute Supremacy and Indepenaency In- 
ſhould be communicated, without a communication of 
the Eſſence, from which they are inſeparable, were. R 
indeed a Contfadict᷑ ion. But where the very Eſſence, F 
to which they belong, is communicated, as in theſſh: 
preſent caſe, to- ſay They alſo are communicated, is 
fo far from being a Cntradiction, that l am ſure it is 
ene, to lay they are not. 
5 1510 16» 5. XXVTII. 3 2345 4.4, 
The Holy Spirit is deſcribed in the new Teſtament, as the 
immediate Aut har and Worker of al Miracles, even of thoſe 


done by our Lord himſclf; and as the Conducter of Chriſt in 
all the 4#ions of his Life, during his State of Humiliation 


here upon Earth. © | 


I don't know of any Objection, that can juſtly be 


made to this. bs 
The Holy Spirit is declared in Scripture to be the Inſpirer of 
the Prophets and Apoſtles, and the Great Teachbr and Directer of 

the Apoſtles in che whole Work of their Miniſtry· - 
.. This is true. | | F. XXX. 


2 OS way * RO 


| . . 
ri. 1 1 
54 The Holy Spirit is repreſented in the New Teſtament, as 
uy the SanZifier of all Hearts, and the Supporter and Gomforter of 

good Chriſtians under all their Difficulties. 
This is true. 
$. XI. 

Concerning the Holy Spirit there are Other Greater Things 
ſpoken in Scripture, and Higher Titles aſcribed to him, than 
to any Angel or other Created Being whetſoever. 
| This is very true; even things which ſignify his 
being Goa, as appears from the Texts refer'd to. 


ute $. XXIII. „ 
e 15 * word, Cod, in Scripture, no where ſigniſies the Holy 
0/7. | | 

ly That is, the Holy GhoF# is not in expreſs words 
all. ſtiled God. And yet God, in As 5. 4. is by moſt 
led} Orthodox Writers underſtood of the Holy Ghoſt. But 
an the Dr. labours, together with the Socznians, to ſet 
as aſide that Interpretation. Eut yet againſt the ordi- 
wy nary Rule of Interpretation, which is, to underſtand 
ol Texts in their /iteral Senſe, where there 1s no cogent 
ere Reaſon againſt it, as, I am ſure, there is none here. 
6 e,For what ſhould hinder His being ſtiled God, who 
the hath the Attributes of God aſcribed to Him? 


4 Ty $. XXXIII. 


The word, Gad, in Scripture, never ſignifies a complex 
Notion of more Perſons than One; bur always means One Per- 
fon only, viz. either the Perſon of the Father ſingly, or the 
the Ferſon of the Son ſingly. 1 810 
hoſe I ſee no juſt grounds for this Aſſertion. For the 
word, Goa, is often uſed in Scripture, - without any 
par ticular reſpeR to either of the Perſons. 


N F. XXXIV 
143 Ii - 5. * 


and whatever divine Greatneſs and Dignity is aſcribed to him 

er of in Scripture; yet in This He is evidently Subordinate to the 
er of Father, that He derives his Being and Attributes from the Fa 
ther, the Father Nothing from Him. | | 


XXI ! This Subordination is allow'd. =p XXV. 


: 2 
® 


ct o 


The Son, whatever his metaphyfical Eſſence or Subſtance be, 


'L 


46.1 
Every Action of the Son, both in making gbe World, and 
in all other his Operations ; is only the Exerciſe of the Father, 
Power, communicated to him after an ineffable manner. 
This Propolition is very ambizuons, If by thi 
Father's Power, be here meant Power orig ina y de. 
rived from the Father, it is very true, But if Fa 
zther's Power be ſo underſtood, as that the Son ſhould} 
have no Power of his on to exerciſe, it is fal: 
and abſurd, It is falſe, in that it contradicts the 
Scriptures, particularly 70% 10. 18. 17,23. 2 Cit 
12. 9. Rev. 5. 13. and almoſt innumerable others 
It is abſurd, for it ſuppoſes Power communicated, and 
yet not his to whom it is communicated, i. e. con 
municated and not communicated. 
The Son, whatever his Metaphyſical Nature or Eſſence be 
Fet, in this whole Diſpenſation, in the Creation and Redemp 


tion of the World, acts in all things according to the % 
and by the Miſſion or Authority of the Father. X 


5 I ſee no reaſon to object againſt This. | 

I The Son, how great ſoever the metaphyſical Digniry of hif 
Nature was, yet in the whole Diſpenſation entirely direct. 
all his Actions to the Glory of the Father. 


If by entirely here, we are to underſtand exci| 
ſiely of his own Glory, I cannot ſee how this Prof 
poſition can be true, ſince the Glory of both Fathe| 
and Son are ſo united, that Ze tbat honoureth 1 


the Son, honoureth no? the Father, John 5. 23. 
INT Þþ - © \\/ : \ INES 
Our Saviour, Jeſus Chriſt, as, before his Incarnation, he w. 
ſent forth by the Will and good Pleaſure, and with the A 
thority of the Father; ſo in the Fleſh, both before and aft 
his Exaltation, notwithſtanding that the Divinity of the So 
was perſonally and inſeparably united to it, he, in acknov 
ledgment of the Supremacy of the Perſon of the Father, 
ways prayed to Him, and returned Him Thanks, ſtiling His 

w his God, & co | 5 i 3 | | 5 
Chriſt by his /ncarnation became truly «May. as 
3 42 : env 
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thus being in all things, Sin only excepted, made 


like unto #s ; He could not but acknowledge his Fa- 
ther's Supremacy, and behave himſelf in all reſpects 
as became Qian to God. So that this Propoſition 
mult needs bc true. . 

| F. XXXIX. 


The reaſon why the Scripture, though it ſtiles the Father 
Eod, and alſo ſtiles the Son God, yer at the ſame time always 
declares there is but One God, is, — in the Monarc hy of 
the Univerſe, there is but one fut hority, original in the Fa. 

ther, derivative in the Son; The Power of the Son being, not 
Another Power oppoſite to that of the Father, nor Another 
Power co-ordinate to that of the Father; but it ſelf The Power 
and Authority of the Father, communicared to, manifeſted in, 
and exerciſed by the Son. FR, | 


The Dr. tho' pretending to give us nothing but 
Scripture- Doctrine, and to deduce theſe Propoſitions 


as ſo many Concluſions from Scripture-Premiſes, has 


ventured here to lay down, a Propolition of the 
greateſt Y/eight and Moment, for which He hath not 
one Text of Scripture to allege, no not ſo much as 


for a colour and pretence, notwithſtanding his ſingu- 


lar dexterity in forcing of Texts to ſerve His Pur- 
poles. He only refers us to 5. IX. from whence we 
are refer'd back again to this. Thus doth he reel zo 
aud fro, and ſtagger— where he ought to have had 
the firme/t Footing. For, ſurely a Man ought to 
have good Gronnd there, where he pretends to raiſe 
an Hypotheſes ſo weighty, as to account for the Unity 
of the Godhead in a P/urality of Perfons, But You 
will ſay, He hath ſupplied the want of Scripture, by 
an abundance of Quotations out of the Fathers. That 
is by Authorities which He himſelf faith | /ntrodut?. 


pag. 17. ] are no Proofs, nor by him alleged as ſuch, 


but as //luſtrations only. Beſides, tho' 1 have a 


more honourable Opinion of the Fathers than Dr. 


Clarke hath, yet I have no great confidence in his 
Citations out of them. The Reaſons why I have 
not, I haye given in the Pre face: And this is all I 
| D 


need 


| [18] 
need ſay to this Propoſition. I ſhall only add, that 
how much ſoever the Dr. defign'd to have ſerved 
himſelf in it, It makes directly againſt him: For if 
the Son be one God with the Father, becauſe he bath 
one and the ſame Dominion and Power with the Fa- 
ther, He muſt be Oue in Eſſence with the Father, 


hk. © Fwd ws a 


Who hath ſolemnly declared, that He uill not give 


his Glory to another. If. 42.8. 48. 11. His Glory, 
that is, 47s Honour, which (according to the Dr. 


himſelf $. LI.) is founded on his Dominion and | 


§. XL. 


The Holy Spirit, whatever his Metaphyſical Nature, Eſſence, | 


or Subſtance be; and whatever divine Power or Dignity is 
aſcribed to him in Scripture ; yet in this He is evidently ſut- 
ordinate to the Father ; that He derives his Being and Powers 
from the Father, the Father nothing from Him, 


This Subordination is granted. 


$. XLI. 
The Holy Spirit, whatever his Metaphyſical Nature, Eſſence 
or Subſtance be; and whatever divine Power or Dignity is 
| aſcribed to him in Scripture ; yet in the whole Diſpenſation 
of the Goſpel, always acts by the Will of the Father, is given 
and ſent by him, intercedes to him, Cc. | 


This Propoſition is true, but we muſt ſo under- 


{tand it, as to acknowledge withal, that he diſtributes | 


his Gs according to his 15 Will. 1 Cor. 12. 11. 
* : Y 1 . 
The Holy Spirit, as he is ſubordinate to the Father; ſo he is 
alſo in Scripture repreſented as ſubordinate to the Son, both 
by Nature, and by the Will of the Father; excepting only 


that he is deſcribed as being the Conducter and Guide of 


our Lord, during his State of Humiliation here upon Earth. 


If by Nature in this Propoſition be underſtood 
Eſſence or Subſtance, it is falſe; for this Subordinatron 
of Perſons in the Trinity, ariſeth only from their 
Perſonal Relations, not from any diſtinction in their 
Jence. For the Hence is one and the ſame in all 

the three Perſons, they all being One and the 2 
= h | od, 
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it | God, and it is impoſſible that the ſame Z//ence ſhould 
d || be Subordinate to it ſelf. But if by Nature be meant 
if his Perſonal Character, as he is the 7hnrd Perſon pro- 
h ceeding from the other two; in this Senſe the Propo- 
a- Þ fitionvs true. 

$. XLIII. 


52 | Upon theſe Grounds, abſolutely Supreme Honour is due to 
75 the Perſon of the Father ſingly, as being alone the Supreme 
I, Author of all Being and Power. 
1d It by Supreme Honour be here meant an acknow- 
ledgment, that the Father alone is the jir/t Perſon in 
the Godbead, ſelf-exiſtent and unoriginated, whereas 
-e, || the Son and Holy Ghoſt derive their Hing from Him; 
is This Honour the Church always hath, and always 
will pay Him. But if by abſolutely ſupreme Honour, 
ers be underſtood, that Religious Worſhip which is to be 
paid to God, with all our Hearts, all our Minds, al 
| our Souls, and all our Strength, we cannot give more 
Honour to the Father, than we are bound to do to 
ce || the Son and Holy Ghoſt, for all this Honour is due 
12 ö to each Perſon of the Triniiy upon the account of 
„that Godhead, which He hath together with the 
| other two; neither is this FYorſhip to be divided any 
* | more than the Godbead it ſelf. Tho' the Dr. by al- 
es leging, in proof of this Propoſition, that Text, Zuke 
I. 8. Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, and Him 
Ion ſhalt thou ſerve, and reſtraining it to the Per ſon 
of the Father, doth utterly exc/ude the Son and Holy 
och Ghoſt, from all kind of Religious Wor ſhip. 


nly 5. XLIV. 

* For the ſame Reaſon, All Prayers and Praiſes ought prima- 

th. rily or ultimately to be directed to the Perſon of = Father, 

od as the Original and Primary Author of all Gogd. 

ron If I miſtake not the ſenſe of this Propoſition; the 

er Sn and Holy Ghoſt, according to it, can be only Me- 

elf diums of Worſhip to the Father. Which the Texts | 
all refer'd to are far from proving, and by ſeveral others 1 


me we are aſſured of the contrary : ſee the 2 Pez. 3. 18. 
oa, D 2 Rev. 


. 
* 
> 
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Rev. 1. 6. 5. 12, 13, in which the Ber Acts of 
Adoration and Praiſe are addreſs d to the Perſon of the 
Son, and terminated in him, as well as in the Father, 
In ſhort, it matters not to which of the Perſons our 
Religious Addreſſes are made, for in Honouring one 
We Honour the other. | | 
a ks © *= Ay 3 j 
And upon the ſame Account, whatever Honour is paid to 
the Son who redeem'd, or to the Holy Spirit who ſanctiſies us, '” 
muſt always be underſtood as tending finally to the Honour Þ 
and Glory of the Father, by whoſe good pleafure the Son 
redeem'd, and the Holy Spirit ſanctiſies us. VE 28 | 
The Honour paid to the San and Holy Ghoft, mult} 
neceſſarily tend to the Honour and Glory of the Fa. 
ther, ſince from Him they derive that Eſſeuce upon 
the account of which they are Honour d and Glorify'd 
by us. Not but that hey are in themſelves 44. 
rable, and there is no neceſſity, that in our Adoration 
of them, we ſhould have an a&2Zual and explicit In- 
tention to glorify the Father by them. Not the per- 
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ſonal Relations they ſtand in to each other, but the 


Deity, which is in them all, renders every One off 

them the Object of the highef# Honour We can pay.f | 
Were it otherwiſe, We might Worſhip that which} 
is not God, This Propolition nevertheleſs, if con. in 
ſider'd by it ſelf, and as candidly interpreted, as the h, 
words will bear, has nothing ſcandalous or offenſiv: H 


— 1 
N g. XLVI. 
For, the Great Oeconomy., or the whole Diſpenſation of God 


Jan 
148 
i 13 


towards Mankind in Chriſt, conſiſts and terminates in This; |": 
that as all Authority and Power is originally in the Father, and N. 
from him derived to the Son, and exerciſed according to the ¶ Pa 
« Will of the Father, by the Operation of the Sou, and by the pr 
Energy of the Holy Spirit; and all Communications from God Ty 
to the Creature, are convey'd thro' the Interceſſion of the 


Son, and by the Inſpiration and Sanctification of the Holy e 


Spirit: So on the contrary, Al Returns from the Creature, of ab 
Prayers and Praiſes, of Reconciliation and Obedience, of Honeur th; 

and Duty to God; are made in and by the Guidance and A. 

ſiſtance of the Holy Spirit, thro' the Mediation of the Son, to the 
Supreme Father and Author of all things, This 


1214 
s of This ſeems to ſigniſie that We are not to pay any 
the ¶ vine Yorſhip to the Son and Holy Gboſt, but only 
in and through them, to the Perſon of the Father. 1 
it doth ſo, it is undoubtedly ale If it doth not, I 
ſee no conſiderable Objection that lies againſt it. 


F. XLVII. 


d to 4 The 30 before his Incarnation, was with Cod, was in the 
su, ef God, and had Glory with the Father. 
ve {yg Dot only before his Incarnation, but even from all 


Eternity, and before the World was, John 1. 1. 17. 
. He was with God and was God from all Eternity. 
From whence I conclude that the Word, God, in 
"Scripture, is an Abſalule Term denoting the Eence 


74 of God, and not merely relative, denoting only Do- 
4 mninion and Authority over the Works of the Crea- - 
1 tion, as the Dr. would have it. | 

..} $. XLVIIL. | 
ber- Yet He had not then diſtin Worſbip paid to him in his r 


the Perſon, but appear'd only as the [Shecinah or] Hahitation of 
» off the Glory of the Father, in, which the Name of God was: 
[3 The Difr&neſs and Dignity of his Perſon, and the true Na- 
) rare of his Authority and Kiugdum, not being yet reveal d. 


175 i The7 exts, refer d to, prove nothing of this. On 
be 0b it is clear, that He had djtin&? or. 
the | the contrary, it is clear, that He had anc . 


ry, %% paid to him before his Incarnation. For Jacob 
"* [| Worſhip'd him at Hebel, Gen. 28. 13. 31. 11, 13. 
and bleſſed Ephraim and Manaſſes in His Name, Gen. 
Col 48. 15, 16. (v. §. VIII.) and at the ſame time by lay- 
his; ing his Hands a. croſs upon the Children's Heads, (as 
and Novatian lays, De Trin. c. 15. 27.) prefigured His 
the WW Paſſion. David requires Men to reverence him, and 
the Wpronounces a Bleſſing to all them that put their 

God . n 
the 1457 in Him. P/al. 2. 12. In Iſaiab, ch. 6. He is 
oly N repre ſented as fitting upon a Taue, with Seraphim 
of above it, adoring Him. For St. John lays expreſsly, 
„chat the Prophet here ſaw the Glory of Chriſt, and 
che ſpake of Him, John 12, 41. Again, the ſame _ 
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1 | 
phet ſays concerning him, c. 8. 13. Saucttiſy the Lord 
of Hoſt, himſelf, and let bim be your — let bim 
be your dread. This Lord of Hoſts is the ſame with 
Him, of whom in the next Verſe it is ſaid, that H. 
hall be for a Stone of ſtumbling, and for a Rock of 
offence 10 both the Houſes of Lſrael. Which Stone 
and Rock is Chrift, as appears from Luke 2. 34 
Rom. q. 33. From all which it appears, that the 
Diſtinétneſ and Dignity of his Perſon were known 
under the Ola Teſtament, though not ſo perfeciy as 
under the New. * 0 

FG. XLIX. 


At his Incarnation He emptied Himſelf (ix ποειν’ SS 
of That Glory, which he had with God before the World was, and 
by vertue of which He is deſcribed, as having been in the 
Form of God: And in this State of Humiliation, ſuffered and 
died for the Sins of the World. 


In this Propoſition it is aſſerted, that our Saviour | 
at his Incarnation emptied Himſelf of the Form of 


God. Now molt orthodox Writers, by being in 1be 
Form of God, Phil. 2. 6. (which is the Tex? the Dr. 
refers to) underſtand being very God, as, in the next 
Verſe, the form of a Servant ſignifies his being a very 
Servant, i. e. very Man. If then at his Incarnation 
He really emptied himſelf of the Form of God, He 
ceaſed to be God: A groſs Abſurdity. Our Tranſl 
tors therefore have well render'd tau i, Fe 


made himſelf of no reputation, and thus the word ſig- 


nifies 1 Cor. 1. 17. ira wi xevel3 d eaves N Neis. 1 


n Baaplu x indflor meien 6 uggs. leſt t be Croſs 


ſhould ſuſtam any damage and diminution. Oecumen. 
in locum. But for a fuller Explanation of this Text, 
Phil. 2. 6. See Bp. Pearſon on the Creed, pag. 121. In 
which He indeed tranſlates is ie, be emptied 
himſelf: But by the Tenour of the whole Diſcourſe 
it is plain, that He thereby meant no more than is 
expreſs d in our common Tranſlation : Whereas Dr. 
Clarke ſuppaſes, that our Saviour at his a 
| actually 


1 


— 
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actually diveſted even his Divine Nature of its Ori- 
nal Glory. A thing abſurd and impoſſible. 


b. L. 


After the Accompliſhment of which Diſpenſation, He is 
deſcribed in Scripture as inveſted with 4:ftin# Worſhip in his 
Own Perſon ; his original Glory and Dignity being at the ſame 
time reveal'd, and his Exaltation in the Human Nature to his 
Nediatorial Kingdom declared: Himſelf feting upon his Father's 
Throne, at the Right-hand of the Majeſty of God; and receiv- 
ing Prayers and Thankſgivings from his Church. 


To this I think nothing can be objected; but that 
He was diſtinctly Worſhip'd before the Accompliſh- 
ment of this Diſpenſation. See Mat. 14. 33. John 9. 
38, Cc. See alſo $. XLVIIL | 


F. LI. . 

This Honour, the Scripture dire&s to be paid to Chrift ; 
not ſo much upon Account of his metaphyſical Eſſence, or Sub- 
ſtance, and abſtract Attributes; as of his Actions and Attributes 

relative to Us; his Condeſcenſion in becoming Man, who was 
the Son of God; his Redeeming, and Interceding for Us; his Au- 
thority, Power, Dominion, and Sitting upen the Throne of God his. 
Father, as our Law-giver, our King, our Fudge, and our Gad. 
In this Section the Dr. minces his Meaning: For 

ere He only ſays, that Honour is to be paid to 
hriſt, not ſo much upon Account of his metapby/ical 
ſence, c. He would have ſaid, ub at ali, had he 
poken out: For in his Notes he plainly ſays, that 
onour is not due to the abſtract metaphyſical Nature, 

Vence, or Subſtance, but to the Perſon intelligent, 
is having Dignity, Power, Authority, and 3 
And He applies this Maxim to every One of the 
derſons in the Trinity, even to the Father himſelf. 
But whence, I pray, has any One of theſe Perſons, 
he Father for Inſtance, theſe adorable Attributes: 
as He them not by Mature, are they not the inſepa- 

able Attendants of his Hence, or rather his Zffence 
t ſelf? Is He not then to be Honour'd upon the ac- 
ount of his Mature and Eſſence ? This is a moſt an- 
countable Pofition ; And I cannot but obſerve —_ 
| ow 


which is uſually broug 
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how nicely the Dr. can diſtinguiſh betwixt  E/enc 


and Perſon, when it is to ſerve his own Fancy. and 


Imagination; tho He ſeems'a Man of the dalleF7 Ap 


prehenſion in the. World, when the ſame Di/tin&in 
is uſed in behalf of the Catholic Doctrine. But, it 
Anſwer to this Poſition of the Dr's, I think I may 
fafely lay down another, vis. No Actions, or Attri 
butes of any Perſon,” however Relative to Us, or bou 
highly ſoever beneficial zo Us, can render that Perſon 
the Object of our Religious Worſhip, anlefs the ſam: 
Perſon be Adorable apon the. Account of bis Nature 
and Eſſence. Were it otherwiſe, There could be no 
Reaſon given, why the Angel ſhould refuſe the Yu 
ſhip which St. John would have paid him, Rev. 19. 10 
22.9. or St. Peter that of Cornelius, Acts 10. 25, 26 
Were I to write in Defenfe of the #orſhip of Sainf) 
and Angels, I ſhould deſire no greater an Advantagq 


of my Adverſary, than his granting me this Poſitron® 


of the Dr's: But far am I from thinking, that th 


Dr. Had herein any Deſign to ſerve that Cauſe. NAH 


Jam perſwaded, He had no other Intention in i 

than'to obviate a 333 and Forcible Argumeniy 

t for the Deity of the Sn an 

Holy Gboſt, from the Worſpip that is due to then} 
which bore ſo hard upon his Mind, that wanting 

ſomething wherewith to fence againſt it, He Hau 

mer'd out this Poſition. » |; 
| . (43 11. N 


The Hondur paid in this manner to the Son, muſt (as b 
fore) always be underſtood as redounding ultimately to tis 
Glory of God the Father. | | 1 


See QF. XL. 


F. LIII. 

The Honour which Chriſtians are bound to pay peculiar 

to tl Perſon of the Holy Spirit, is expreſs'd in theſe Tex 

following; Wherein we are directed, either by Precept. 

by Example, to Baptize in his Name, Matt. 28. 19. To wiß 
Grace, and Peace, and Bleſſing from him, 2 Cor. 13, 14. Rev. 17 
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To appeal tb him at Witneſs in ſolemn Affirmations, Rom. 9. 1; 
15. 30. To take heed not to reſiſt him. Act 7. 51. 1 Theſ. 5. 19. 
not to do deſpite to him, Heb. 10. 29. not to tempt him, Ads 5.9. 
not to grieve him, Eph, 4. 30. „ wet 
From all which k moſt certainly conclude, that 
the Holy Spirit is God. e 
| $. LIV. „ 11, 8 
For putting up Prayers and Supplications directly and ex- 


preſsly to the Perſon of the Holy Spirit, it muſt be acknowledged 
there is no clear Precept or Example in Scripture. | 


But to wiſh Grace, and Peace, and Bleſſmg from 
him, is the ſame thing in effect. The Dr, adds, in 
his Note upon this Propoſition, that the ſame muſt 
be confeſs d concerning the Practice of the Primitive 


Church in the three firſt Centuries, ſo far as appears 
from the remaining Writings of thoſe Ages. But 


yet it appears from the remaining Writings of thoſe 


Ages, that the Primitive Church worſhip'd him, to- 
gether with the Farther, and the Son, 'Exiver 78 * 
auß adult d, mrewud 74 70 oeggnlitxor eig,j)s x ge- 
v ſaith Zuftin Martyr, Apol. x. c. 6. We worſhip 
and adore Him [i. e. the Father] and the Son, and 
the Prophetick Spirit. 

$. LV. 


The Titles given in the New Teſtament, to the Three Per. 
- ſon: of the ever-bleſſed Trinity, when all mentioned together, 
are as follows, Cc. 


In this the Dr. is, for ought I perceive, very exact. 


Thus have I ſeriouſly Peruſed and Examined the 
Dr's Doctrine of the Trinity, as it lies in his Propo- 
{itions. And here I ſhall ſtop; leaving the Third 
Part of his Book for their Entertainment, who have 
much leiſure, and delight to ſee how far a good Wit 
may go in reconciling Contradictions, when urged and 
ſpur'd on by HFrong and prevailing Motives. For my 
part I openly declare, I never met with fo ex/rava- 
gant an Undertaking, as that of his Second Chapter, 

* in 


II C6 
in my Life, unleſs it were that of & Clgra, to re- 
concile our XXXIX Articles to the DoctFrines and 
Practices of the Church of Rome. But as the One 
carried its own Confutation in its Bowels, ſo doth 
the Other; and will in a ſhort time be the Ruine of 
it ſelf. And I doubt not, but this whole Scheme of 
the Dr's will undergo the ſame Fate. It was ad- 
vanced by the SI. Arians above 1300 ears ago, and 
the Truth overthrew it. Whatſoever Mit and Learn. 
ing may be abuſed for its ſupport, it will moſt cer- 
tainly fall: For when all is done, it is but the De- 
vice and Work of Man, and muſt come to nought. 
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Dr. Clarke's Sentiments, Oc. 


INCE the writing of this, there: hath ap. 
'Y pear'd a Paper entitled, Dr. Clarke's Sent. 
> ments concerning the Eternal Generation of the 
1 Sor, and Proceſs of the. Hel Spirit, together with bit 


Reaſons for Writing am Preaching on the Trinity, as 
gelruer's to a Commitice of tbe Upper- Houſe of Convo- 


+ cation. In which We have his Opinion of the Eter. 


' i 
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" ghrough the Son, accord 


nity of the Sor and Holy Spirit, drawn up in ſome 
— peculiar and ſaſpiciou Terms. His words are 
theſe: My opinion 16, That the Son of God was eter, 
nally begotten by the Eternal Incomprehenſible Power 
and I ill of the Father; and that the Holy Spirit was 
likewiſe Eternally Derived from the Father, by, or 


ag 70 the Eternal Incompre- 
hen/ule Power and will f: the Father. Comparing 
this with other of the Dr's Writings, I take his 
meaning in theſe words, the Son was begotten by the 
Power aud Will of the Father, to ſtand in oppoſition 
to His being begotten by the Father, by neceſſity of 
tbe arvine Nature. Concerning which, ſee F, 177. a- 
bove. But, What Authority of Scripture hath He 
for ſo politive a deciſion of this Point? T.know of 
none that He pretends to, but John 5. 26. wherein 
It is ſaid, that the Father bath given to the Son to 
bqve life in himſelf; which yet doth not come up to 
the Dr's purpoſe. We ſay, that the Sun in the Fir- 
E 2 | mament 
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[28] 


mament gives Light and Heat, which yet flow from 
it by the neceſlity of its Nature. To ſay, that the 
Son of God exiſts by the mere arbitrary Will and 
Power of the Father, is to ſay, that the Father, if 
He had ſo pleas d, might have forborn the Generation 
of Him; which tho' it comes not quite up to the 


Blaſphem of Arms, in aſſerting, Zhere guas a time | 
when 1he Son was not, yet falls, not.very ſhort of it, 


in implying, that There was a time when He might 
never have been. Whereas it is highly probable at 
leaſt, that, ſince the divine Nature exilts in three 
Perſons; it is a Perfecgios aw it, ſo to exiſt; and if a 
Perfection, it muſt be neceſſary : For all Perfection 
is neceſſary to the Divine Nature. Concerning the 
Holy Spirit, it is here ſaid, that He was cternally 
derived. from the Father, by, or through, the Son, ar- 
cording © te tbe Power and Hil of the Father... And, 


Why not according to the Power and Will of the | 
Father and Son For whether we ſay, as our Church |. 


doth, that the Zo/y'Gboſt proceeds from the Aather 
and the Son, or, with the Greek Chutch, (which 


the Dr. chuſeth to follow rather than _—_— that 
t can 


He proceedeth from the Father by the Son; 
never be ſuppoſed but that, as to his. Noceſſion, the 
Power and Will of the Sen did concur with the Power 
and Will of the Father, whence I have always con- 
cluded, that. the diſpute. betwixt the Eaſtern and 
Weſtern Churches about this matter, is no more 
than a Strife about Words. But be that as it will; 
Upon the whole it appears, that the Dr. has drawn up 
his Opinion in a very exceptionable manner; where- 
as had he expreſs'd himſelf in that Form of found 
Words, which He might have found in the firſt Arti- 
cle of our Church, viz. In Unity of the Godhead there 
be three Perſons of one Subſtance, Power and Eternity, 
the Father, the Son, and Holy Gho## ; and withal de- 
clared, that He believed this in the Litera and 
Grammatical Senſe of the Words, He had Spoke 
home, and to the purpoſe. ' But in this Form of his 
| | | | own 


i 


« 


1 9% 

own Words, he hath ſaid little or nothing ſatiſ- 
factory. For it is his Opinion, not of the Eternity, 
but of the Nature and Eſſence of the Son and Holy 


Hirit, which hath giyen the greateſt Offence. - But 


juch a Declaration would have been inconſiſtentwith 
his Opinions, which; in this very Paper, He acknow- 
{ledges to be particular, and of conſequence different 
from the Senſe of the Church; and i ſo, I think He 
is obliged in conſcience to renounce his Subſcriptions 
to the Article. After this He declares himſelf will- 
ing to Mrite and Preach no more upon the Subject. 
This is ſtill leſs ſatis ſactory: For either the Doctrine 
of the Church, concerning the Trinity, is ſound, or 
it is 207: If it be ſound, Why hath he appear'd at 
all againſt it? If it be not, How can he, if he be 
faithful in his Miniſtry, be at reſt till She hath re- 
foam'd it? But yet, I' muſt confeſs, the Dr. hath a 


Salvo for this. He had before publiſh'd his Deſire, 
that if He were /i/ent after the writing his Anſwer 


to the Author of ſome Conſiderations, &c. it might 
be interpreted as a Declaration, that He ſees no rea- 


{lon to change his Sentiments, [Lſee Reply to Mr. 
| Ne/ſon; &c. pag. 310.] So that His very Silence now 


ſpeaks in behalf of his Sentiments; And he hath 


nothing more to do at preſent, but to look on and 


fee the Succeſs of his:Writings, which his Silence ef- 
fectually recommends to the World. But then; In 
what a fraudulent and deluſory Manner hath he treat- 
ed my Lords the Biſhops? I cannot think of it, but 
it puts me in mind of the Doublings arid Shifts of 
the Heretichs of old, when under àpprehenſions of 
the Church's Cenſure. He offers to be ſilent, when 
he had before hand taken care, that his /i/ence ſhould 
carry on the purpoſes of his Mriting : Can He think 
This is a ſatisfactory Propoſal ? No, certainly. For 
in ſhort, his Sience is now as Criminal as his Mri- 
ling and Preaching was, and he has no way left him of 
making a juſt Satisfaction to the Church, but by a 
Kecantation as publick as his Sermons and Books. 
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A brief Explication of Dr. CLARKE. 4 
Doctrine of the Trinity, by way 
of Queſtion and Anſwer, from 
the Dr's own Writings, * 


n 


| 2. No You believe there i is a Trinity of Perſons $ 
. in the Unity of the Godhead? 
br. Nang — ; for God is ; but one Perſon. Chriſt. Doctrine 91 


"A Wha do You then believe concerning the 


_— 
EL that ther with the firſt and fuk A 
= Cauſe orFather of all things, there have exiſted 9; 
from the beginning, two divine Perſons, that is to ſay 
the Sen and Holy Spirit. Script. Doctrine. pag. 242. |} 
155 2. What do You mean by the firſt and uprem 
4 Cauſe, or Father of all things? 
.—_ A. mean the firſt Pecion of the Trinity, namely. | 
Sh the Father, who alone is the only true God. Reply 
7 to Mr, Nelſon, &c. pag. 5, Go, 263- 
Is not the Son alſo rue God? 
A. The Son is by nature truly God, as truly as Mai} 
1635 1s by vat ure truly Man. Reply, pag. 81. 
_ = 2. What are the eſſential Characters of God? | 
| A. The fin, and of all others the moſt eſſent ia 
character of God, is his being Self-exiſtent and un. 
originated. Reply, pag. 92. 
9. Doth this Charadter belong to the Son? 
A. No; This Character is peculiar to the Father 
Reply, pag. 8 f. 
. 2. How chen can the Son be by nature truly God, 
. ſince he wants the fir and molt DOTY Charactet 
7118 of God? 4 


ot 


. 30 1 

4 4 He hath true divine Power and Dominion com- 

municated to him, which alone 1s That which makes 
od to be God (in the moral or religious ſenſe of the 


'R $ word) 6 gerne, ſupreme over all. Reply, pag. 
81, 301. 
a) Is the Son then warned me or ſupreme over all? 
om 4. The Son hath true divine Power and Domi. 
nion over all things, both in Heaven and Earth, but 
in Subordination to Him who alone is abſolutely 
l ] of himſelf ſapreme over all. Reply, 
pag. JL. 
8 Since the Son is truly God, and the Father the 
ine only true God; how is it that the Scripture ſaith, 
55 here is but one God? 
the A. Becauſe the Power of the Son, is it ſelf the 
Power and Authority of the Father communicated 
ſu. to, manifeſted in, and exerciſed by the Son. Script. 
Red DDofrine. pag. 332, 333. 
ſay, 9. [s not the Son of one Subſtance or Eſſence with 
the Father? 7 
emi A. No. Scriptare Dorine, pag. 465. 
Q. How can two Perſons, eſſentially Siling from: 
zach other, be but one God? 
A. I tell You o'er and o'er, They are one God, 
decauſe They have but one Dominion and Power. 
(hich, tho' it makes two diſtin Beings, each of 
Mail — God, makes but one God. Seripture Doctrine, 
baſſim. 
2. What is the Holy Spirit? Is he God? 
A l dare not ſay he is; for he is no where call'd 
od in Scripture. Script. Doerrine, pag· 303 · 
Q. What is He then according to Scripture ?_ 
A. He 1s a Being, of whom greater things are 
'Ppoken, and to whom higher Fitles Are aſcribed 
han to any Angel, or _ created Bring whatfo. 
ver. Scripture Doctrine, pag. 302. 


2. Upon what account do you Honour God? 


— . 


ſon; 
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A. Not upon the account of his Zſehce or dub. 
france, to which no ZZonour is due, but upon account 
of his Dignity, Power, Authority and Goodneſs. Serip. 
ture Doctrine, pag. 373. 1 
2. What Honour is due to the Father ? F 
A. Abſolutely ſupreme Honour is due to Him, and 
only Him. Scripture Doctrine, pag. 3 52. ; 
©. Do You not pray to the 55 
A. I pray and pay all Religious Duty to the Fatber, 
through the Mediation of the Son. Scripture Doctrine, 
pag. 365. : 4 
Q. Ts not the Son then a proper object of your. 
Prayers and Praiſes ? | | 4 
A. All Prayers and Praiſes muſt be primarily o 
ultimately directed to the Perſon of the Father only 
Scripture Doctrine, pag. 354 | 
Q. Do Yon pray to the Holy Gho#7 ? ; 
A. I have neither Precept nor Example for that, 
either in Scripture or primitive Writers; yet I 
think it reaſonable to deſire of Him ſuch Gifts, as it 
is His Office to beſtow. Scripture Doctrine, pag. 375.) 


. 


. 


This is a fair, though ſhort, Repreſentation oſ 
Dr. Clarke's Doctrine of the Trinity, and it appear} 
to me, as it muſt needs do to every conſidering 
Reader, ſo full of groſs Contradictions, not only to 
the Scriptures, but even to it ſelf, as no one ſurelj} 
will offer to reconcile, but He that hath attempted i 
reconcile the Doctrine it ſelf to the Liturgy and a 
ticles of the Church of England. 

Li VU | 

N.B. The References to the Reply to Mr. Nelſon 
are not to be limited to that part of the Book which 
regards Mr. Nelſon only, but extend to the whole Vo 
lume, in which that Tepꝶ is, as the number of tht 
Pages will ſhew. | 
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